Chuck Kleinhans 

presentation for graduate colloquium, Jan 31,2003 

This is about the paper I gave at the Visible Evidence conference in December. I want 
to offer not just the paper, but also a metacommentary on various considerations in 
presenting papers. 

Below is the call for papers, my paper proposal, and correspondence about it. What 
follows is the actual paper delivered (well, almost), and then considerations on revisions 
for publication (it was solicited by Jeff Sconce for a book anthology). 

Topics covered: 

understanding a call for papers 

-scoping out a conference, panel proposals, etc. 

— Topic vs. membership conferences 

understanding procedures for submitting a proposal 

Modifying to fit a panel 

Writing the paper 

—writing for oral presentation 

Fitting into a 15 minute slot 

Choosing clips to show 

—when tech goes awry 

Working abroad, working with translators at an international conference 

National differences in conference presentation, behavior 

Oral delivery and performance 

Dealing with the q and a 

Revising the paper for publication 

Since Josh Malitsky and Michael Booth were also at the conference, they can comment 
on the event. In addition, it would be useful to have Jeff Sconce comment since he will 
be editing it for an anthology. 

BACKGROUND: VISIBLE EVIDENCE CONFERENCE 

Visible Evidence is an annual conference concerned with criticism and analysis of 
documentary film. It is an international who’s who of what is arguably the dominant area 
trend in documentary studies. (In q and a I can describe who and what is neglected, not 
invited or interested, etc.). I have attended all except no. 9 which took place in Australia, 
and hosted one at NU about 5 years ago. What is unique about it is: not attached to 
membership; international attendance; and no competing panels, and relatively small 
audience. What people treasure about it is the chance to talk about documentary with 
peers, the process of the entire group participating day by day, and the opportunity to 
network. The conference has produced a book series at U of Minnesota Press—about 12 
so far. 


ONE: CALL FOR PANELS 

> Date: 

> Thu, 7 Mar 2002 12:10:27 +0100 

> From: 

> Jean-Luc .Lioult @new sup .univ-mrs .fr 

> 



> VISIBLE EVIDENCE 10th CONFERENCE 

> December 16-19, 2002 

> (dates to be confirmed) 

> MARSEILLE, FRANCE 

> (the conference website will be online around the end of March) 

> 

> Presented by the Laboratoire d'Etudes en Semiologie de l'lmage, Universite 

> de Provence ; in cooperation with Cinema en Lumiere, with the support of 

> the Conseil General des Bouches du Rhone. 

> 

> CALL FOR PANELS 

> 

> The 2002 Visible Evidence Conference will be the tenth in a series of major 

> interdisciplinary conferences on the representation of (social) reality in 

> documentary film and video. Since the key issue of representing reality 

> explores a wide range of cultural, political, social, historical, 

> ethnographic, medical and pedagogical questions, we welcome proposals from 

> all academic fields. 

> 

> For the first time, VE is to be held in southern Europe, on the 

> Mediterranean shore. 

> Due to this location, we encourage panels to be dedicated to images of 

> Maghreb and Mediterranean countries, migrant filmmakers, cross-cultural 

> bonds, post-colonial history, etc. 

> We also intend to strengthen the ties between English-speaking and 

> French-speaking theories and theoreticians. Panels dealing with the 

> (missing ?) links between Anglo-American and French or European research 

> will be welcome and could include matters of translation and publication. 

> Documenting modern history and writing the history of modern documentary 

> could possibly be part of the topics to be discussed. 

> 

> However, this is an open call and we encourage potential participants to 

> think about documentary in as wide a way as possible (for instance : new 

> media as well as film and TV; sound aspects, etc.). Issues such as ethics, 

> fiction/non-fiction hybrids, identities, performance, and so on, should 

> generate further debates on contemporary documentary practice. 

> More generally we are open to every relevant suggestion. 

> 

> Special events will include a forum of documentary projects, a showcase of 

> first films, a regional screen and an homage to a major filmmaker. 

> 

> At this time you may submit a panel proposal by using the abstract form to 

> the address listed below. You will need to submit the following: 

> 1) a panel proposal (half a page), 

> 2) a brief description of your experience relevant to the proposal. 

> 

> All proposals must be made using the format below (also attached) and sent 

> to : 

> ilfioult@up.univ-mrs.fr 

> 

> Please note that, due to the time available at the conference, we will only 

> be able to select a limited amount of panels. We would like to commit ourselves 

> to a single stream of panels. 

> 



> After having selected panels and panel chairs, a Call for Papers will 

> follow (by May 15th, with the names of the panel chairs as panel 

> organisers), as well as more information about registration, accommodation, 

> and other administrative issues. 

> 

> 

> Further information (organization): 

> info @ cinemaenlumiere .com 

> 

> Further information (panel proposals, content issues): 

> illioult@up.univ-mrs.fr 

> 

> Mailing address : 

> LESI (Visible Evidence 10) 

> Universite de Provence 

> Departement Arts du Spectacle 

> 29 Avenue Robert Schumann 

> 13621 AIX EN PROVENCE - CEDEX 1 - FRANCE 

> 

>....-. 

> 

> PANEL PROPOSAL: 

> 

> Surname: Given Name: 

> 

> Title (Prof/Dr/Ms/Mr etc): Position: 

> 

> Mailing address: 

> 

> Country: Postcode: 

> 

> Phone: Fax: E-mail: 

> 

> Title of proposed Panel: 

> 

> Abstract: 

> 

> 

> 

> _ 

> 

> 

SECOND: CALL (LOR PAPERS) 

It will be held in Marseille in December 2002 (16 to 19) and is looking 
very promising. Participants will come from all over the world and speakers 
include the most eminent specialists. 

>From now on, you can find some comprehensive information about the 
conference on the website : http://www.up.univ-mrs .fr/visevi - you will 
soon be allowed to use the simpler url: http://www.visibleevidence.net 
.Please notice that by gradual updating every useful detail will 
(hopefully) be fed into the site in due time. 








Among the main general issues to be debated : 

- History, Memory and Science 

- Identities and Cultures 

- Crossing Frontiers 

- Image, Reality and Truth 

- New Forms, New Implements. 

Detailed panels contents appear on the website along with the names and 
addresses of the panel chairs. 

* If you wish to do a paper, you will have to make sure that it 
fits into one specific panel. Then please contact directly the panel chair 
by e-mail for further arrangement. 

* There will be also an an open section for specific, original 
papers on particular topics. 

We are looking forward to meet you in Marseille and we trust you will help 
us to make the conference a complete success. 

For the committee, 

Jean-Luc Lioult, 

Universite de Provence. 

THREE: FIRST ATTEMPT 


Dear Jean-Luc Lioult, 

Here is a proposal for the Visible Evidence conference. It is what I would prefer to do, 
but I have also been in discussion with Prof. Tom Waugh regarding his panel, and if this 
topic does not work for you in terms of the conference, I will submit a proposal to his 
panel. 

Best, 

Chuck Kleinhans 


Visible Evidence proposal 
Marseille, Dec. ‘02 


Marseille Vieux Port in context 
Chuck Kleinhans 

While best known for his work in photography and design, Laszlo Moholy-Nagy made 
several documentary films which remain under-studied and under-appreciated. This 
proposal is for a screening of his major film work, with particular emphasis on 
“Marseilles Vieux Port” with a critical introduction. 

I know of only one media scholar who has written on Maholy-Nagy’s film work: Jan- 
Christopher Horak in Making Images Move: Photographers and Avant-Garde Cinema. 
An informal survey of some Visible Evidence regulars revealed a complete ignorance of 
this body of work. Fortunately, the Museum of Modern Art (NY) has a 40 minute 




compilation of the major film work, including : Ein Lichtspiel: Schwarz-weiss-grau 
(1929) Impression vom alter Marseilles Hafen (1929), Berliner stilleben (1930) and 
Gypsies (1932). My proposal is to introduce the film program (10 min), screen the films, 
and have a discussion. Ideally it would be helpful for comparison/contrast to screen 
Vigo’s A propos de Nice, a film completed slightly after the Marseilles film. 

A briefer alternative would be to introduce and screen only “Marseilles Vieux Port.” (c. 
20 min. total). Alternatively, it would be possible to simply give a 15 minute 
presentation on a panel, but given that the film is not widely known, and not readily 
available, this is not very appealing. 

The direction of my analysis is to point out that the dominant expectation of Maholy- 
Nagy is to associate him with constructivism and the Bauhaus, and to note that his 
creative and theoretical work has been revived with a renewed interest in art and 
technology issues circulating in the current discussion of new media. But in this context, 
it is unexpected to find his work addressing social/political issues of poverty and 
discrimination. I argue that a better analysis frames his work in the context of other 
innovative late Weimar artists such as Hans Richter, who moves from abstraction to 
social commentary (as well as Dada expression), and Irwin Piscator, with whom Maholy- 
Nagy had a close relation as a stage designer. I offer a modest corrective to Horak’s 
critique that Maholy-Nagy’s films do not offer sufficient class analysis, arguing that in 
their historical context, they are politically astute. 

FOUR: REJECTION 

Dear Chuck Kleinhans, 

Sorry for answering so late. It is a hard period for me in every respect. 

Fortunately, the conference is going well. 

Your proposal looks very interesting. However, if very few people have 
written about Marseille Vieux Port, the film itself has been shown a lot 
overhere - and just recently during the last Festival International du 
Documentaire. It could appear not so appropriate to have it again. 

So, as you have been in touch with Tom Waugh, may I suggest that you deal 
with him and take part to his panel ? 

I certainly shall be pleased to meet you, along with Julia. 

Best wishes, 

Jean-Fuc. 

FIVE: NEW ATTEMPT 


Hi Chuck 

Thanks for getting back. 

Yes there's room on the panel: I haven't selected it yet. Please submit. I don't believe in 
cronyism but it could turn out to be you me and Jane, just like old times. The panels at 
VizEv have basically turned into 3-person poster sessions. Those French! We can hang 
out in the olive groves. 

Re your piece, would you consider sending the preliminary draft? I know it's post 
Stonewall, I just thought since I'm connecting the SC judgement to some theoretical 



issues I needed a boost or alternative angle from your end. Of course I'm looking forward 
to reading it when finished, but I'd need the draft this weekend even if its such fragments 
if it's going to help. I'm giving birth very quickly and the publisher has it in their fall 
catalogue so no extensions. 

Hopefully we can talk. 

Tom 


Will try to phone you 

I'm in Chicago at the moment 

Any room on your Vis Ev panel? Respondant? Julia and I plan to go. 

I'm redrafting the piece which is solicted by Journal of Visual Studies 
(UK) 

Will send it in a month 

It has no illustrations for obvious reasons.... 

Drawings-I mentioned porn versions of Disney, Simpsons, and R. 
Crumb...easy to find on the internet, but probably all after Stonewall... 


On 6/22/02 8:47 AM, "Thomas Waugh" < waugh@vax2.concordia.ca > 
wrote: 


Hi Chuck 
How are you? 

Jane G is here for Domitor and tells me you gave a 
dynamite paper at SCS on kiddie pom and the Supreme 
Court judgement. Could I see it? It sounds very relevant to 
what i'm up to at the moment, rushing to finish within the 
next two weeks Hard to Imagine II, well not really— 
Out/Lines: Gay Underground Graphics from Before 
Stonewall, a collection of 200 obscene mostly anonymous 
cartoon like drawings with an introductory essay. This 
includes a reflection on the recent US and Canadian 
judgements, since they are clearly relevant to a corpus of 
non-indexical porn, though I'M not really including any kp, 
and I would love to be able to read your paper and perhaps 
even cite you, even if it is only a ms in progress. Would 
you be willing to let me have a gander? 

Otherwise glad you're being productive, sorry we never get 
a chance to talk or see each other, maybe SCS next year 
now that the dates no longer conflict with the Canadian 
conference???? 

Let me know. Thanks XXXOXXX 
Tom 

Thomas Waugh, 

Professor Film Studies 

Director, Programme in Interdisciplinary Studies in 
Sexuality 



Mel Hoppenheim School of Cinema 
Concordia University, 

1455 de Maisonneuve Blvd West 
Montreal, Quebec H3G 1M8 

off. (514) 848-4654; res. (514) 845-2512; fax (514) 845- 
3832 

waugh@vax2.concordia.ca 

Hi Tom, 

My Maholy Nagy proposal didn't fly, so I'm submitting this for your panel. 


PORNOGRAPHY AND DOCUMENTARY 
The Politics of the Alibi 
Chuck Kleinhans 

a proposal to the Visible Evidence conference, 2002, Marseilles 

It has been often noted that hardcore sexual images, even when presented in a dramatic 
fictional form or in an experimental avant garde one, inevitably have a documentary 
nature. Thus the narrative fantasy or imagistic pleasure is co-existent and sometimes 
overcome by the factual realism of the activity: this is it, this is what it looks like, these 
actors are doing it. Documentary in turn has often addressed matters of sexual 
representation, not simply as matters of education or social policy, but also as voyeuristic 
witnessing. 

In this documentary tradition, the “discourse of sobriety” functions largely as an alibi for 
the considerably more unsanctioned activity of looking at sex. In the pornographic 
tradition, documentary’s discourse of sobriety functions to provide a legal safeguard (in 
some historical circumstances) as well as a superego justification for voyeuristic looking. 

I propose to look at these issues as they developed in heterosexual pornography in the 
60s-70s US by considering work distributed at the edge of the softcore/exploitation 
market that had to fill the argument of “redeeming social and educational value” before 
the US Supreme Court Miller decision changed the scene with a legal standard of 
“contemporary community standards.” (I’m deliberately leaving out the justification of 
artistic value, since it was not a feasible defense in these circumstances.). The alibi 
functions in the sample films primarily as a commercial tool rather than serving any 
aesthetic or social purpose; yet at the same time, the alibi allowed perverse boundary 
pushing, changing the “norm” of documentary. 

Films considered: 

MONDO FREUDO (1966, d. R. L. Frost is a pseudo-documentary with palpably fake 
sites: a Japanese SM club, a Puerto Rican black mass, a W. German mud wrestle, 
Mexican sex slave auction, etc. The film was found obscene in Memphis, a decision 
appealed to the US Supreme Court which overturned the decision. (I may also refer to the 
director’s subsequent MONDO BIZARRO.) 



SEXUAL FREEDOM IN DENMARK (1970) is a fairly descriptive reportage piece 
which had widespread US screening. 

HOLLYWOOD BABYLON (1972, d. Van Guylder) provides fake unauthorized 
dramatic reenactments lifted from Kenneth Anger’s book. 

LET ME DIE A WOMAN (1977, d. Doris Wishman) is a documentary by the legendary 
sexplotiation director depicting the lives of pre and post op transgender people with 
explicit surgical footage. 


This is the first part of a longer project which will use the same foundation to discuss the 
persistence and flourishing of sex documentary in works such as THE GIRLS OF 
SILICON VALLEY (c. 1990, d. Loretta Sterling) which includes extensive surgical 
footage of breast implants, and the spectacularly successful HBO series REAL SEX, as 
well as G-STRING DIARIES, and various street prostitute and pimp documentaries. The 
longer version will include an extended discussion of drug culture, shock, sleaze, horror 
and gore as having a symbiotic and displaced relation to representations of sex. 

SIX: ACCEPTANCE 

Dear Jane, Jyotsna, and Chuck: 


Here is the final selection for the panel on sexuality and documentary for Visible 
Evidence 2002.1 am happy to welcome you aboard. I will introduce, preside and perhaps 
respond briefly if there's time. I think it's a solid and innovative panel despite the 
chronological spread between the sixties and seventies broached by Jane and Chuck and 
the last decade engaged by Jyotsna, and there's a nice trans cultural structure as well. 

A reminder of a couple of things: 

We're being allowed only 15 minutes per presentation, and we have to keep a tight ship. 
Furthermore since we can be certain the audience will not be familiar with the various 
corpuses, I think it's important to show a clip or two, which will limit your time even 
more. You are asked to bring a final draft of the paper for the translators and for me, in 
case there's time for a brief response. I suggest that all three of you adopt Chuck's 
strategy of bringing the full-length paper from which your less-than-fifteen minute 
synopsis will be taken, for distribution to those interested. In other words, bring a short 
version for the translators, which you will deliver, and a longer version if you like to 
make available. 

I propose we go in the chronological order indicated below. 

I assume Jean-Luc will be in touch with you through me about the logistics etc. of the 
conference. 

Looking forward. 

Tom 

1. Jane Gaines, Duke University 

„Sexuality and Everyday Estrangement: Mondo Cane (1962)%o 

This paper examines Mondo Cane (1962), the Italian compilation film, as the 
„missing \\nk%c between social issue films, ethnographic films, and what I have argued is 




a Believe it Or Not%o subgenre of documentary. The question is whether this film 
should be seen as verging on exploitation ethnography or as more central and therefore 
telling us something about the documentary tradition. My thesis here has been that 
documentary has a special affinity with oddity. The challenge in this paper will be to tit 
sexuality into this thesis by theorizing the relation between representations of sexual acts 
and the connotations of „salacious%othat construct the curious spectator. Sexuality, after 
all, arouses our curiosity as much as it arouses, in turn, a mimetic sexuality. 

My interest will be in finding the junctures between the sexual and the ethnographic, 
as, for example, in the famous shot of the boar suckling the breast of a New Guinea 
woman in Mondo Cane. While the voice over explains this surprising phenomenon by 
making a comparison between the life of a child and the life of a baby pig, something else 
constructs this sequence less as a scientific and more as a sexual curiosity. Customs-of- 
the-world provide an alibi in this film for showing the viewer the familiar mixed with the 
unfamiliar. (From French goose-stuffing to produce foie gras to death houses in 
Singapore to the Vic Tanney gym in Los Angeles) Perhaps the most interesting question 
of all is the degree to which this treatment of everyday life produces distance or smug 
neo-colonial complacency. For the distinctiveness of 

the documentary treatment would seem to be in that tendency to exhaustive catalogue 
that defines both the documentary approach and daily life as a category. From the 
standpoint of everyday life theory we might ask, for instance, about the relation between 
strange and estrangement in the documentary approach to sexuality. 

This is to insist on the need for new lineages that would firmly attach the question of 
sexuality to documentary history. One might begin by seeing the origins of Mondo Cane 
in the travelogue-like contemporary compilation, From the Pole to the Equator, 
comprised of documentary footage shot by two Italian cameramen in their voyage around 
the world at the turn of the century. The object of this paper is to construct a new family 
tree, locating such films as Nick Broomfield,s Chicken Ranch, Jenny Livingston,s Paris 
is Burning (1989), Tami Gold,s Juggling Gender (1992 ), Jean-Luc Godard,s Numero 
Deux (1975), Michael Moore,s Pets or Meat, Jim McBride,s David Holzman,s Diary 
(1968), Dennis 0,Rourke,s Cannibal Tours (1988) and Good Woman of Bangkok (1991), 
Fredrick Wiseman,s Titticut Follies (1968), Ricky Leacock,s Happy Mother,s Day 
(1963), and, of course, Kroitir and Koenig,s Lonely Boy (1962). 

2. Chuck Kleinhans, Northwestern University 

„PORNOGRAPHY AND DOCUMENTARY: The Politics of the Alibi% 0 
It has been often noted that hardcore sexual images, even when presented in a dramatic 
fictional form or in an experimental avant garde one, inevitably have a documentary 
nature. Thus the narrative fantasy or imagistic pleasure is co-existent and sometimes 
overcome by the factual realism of the activity: this is it, this is what it looks like, these 
actors are doing it. 

Documentary in turn has often addressed matters of sexual representation, not simply as 
matters of education or social policy, but also as voyeuristic witnessing. In this 
documentary tradition, the „discourse of sobriety%o functions largely as an alibi for the 
considerably more unsanctioned activity of looking at sex. In the pornographic tradition, 
documentary,s discourse of sobriety functions to provide a legal safeguard (in some 
historical circumstances) as well as a superego justification for voyeuristic looking. 

I propose to look at these issues as they developed in heterosexual pornography in the 
60s-70s US by considering work distributed at the edge of the softcore/exploitation 
market that had to fill the argument of „redeeming social and educational value%o before 
the US Supreme Court Miller decision changed the scene with a legal standard of 
contemporary community standards%o(I,m deliberately leaving out the justification of 
artistic value, since it was not a feasible defense in these circumstances.). The alibi 
functions in the sample films primarily as a commercial tool rather than serving any 
aesthetic or social purpose; yet at the same time, the alibi allowed perverse boundary 



pushing, changing the „norm%ol of documentary. 

Films considered: Mondo Freudo (1966, D. R. L. Frost); Sexual Freedom in Denmark 
(1970); Hollywood Babylon (1972, D. Van Guylder); Let Me Die a Woman (1977, D. 
Doris Wishman). 

3. Jyotsna Kapur, Southern Illinois University, Carbondale, IL 

Questioning Masculinity/Politicizing the Personal: Recent Indian Documentary and 

First-Person Narration ,%o 

Postmodern, post-structuralist documentary,s singular contribution has been to make the 
personal voice a means to retreat from politics. In feminist strategies of the 70s the 
personal was the place from where one could know the world and change it. In contrast, 
the personal voice in post-structuralist discourse has become the foundation for stating 
the relativity of all positions from where the world can be known and hence, the 
impossibility of changing it. In this paper I want to discuss some recent Indian 
documentary films made by men that use the personal voice in ways akin to the feminist 
filmmakers. Consequently, even while these films address more public issues of religious 
fundamentalism or cinema,s relation to society they are profoundly informed by the 
politics of gender and question. Moreover, several of these filmmakers have gone on to 
make films explicitly concerned with male sexuality and masculinity. 


Thomas Waugh, 

Professor Film Studies 

Director, Programme in Interdisciplinary Studies in Sexuality 
Mel Hoppenheim School of Cinema 
Concordia University, 

1455 de Maisonneuve Blvd West 
Montreal, Quebec H3G 1M8 

off. (514) 848-4654; res. (514) 845-2512; fax (514) 845-3832 
waugh@vax2.concordia.ca 

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

SEVEN: ABUNDANT INTEREST 


On 7/16/02 11:17 PM, "jeff sconce" < sconce@usc.edu > wrote: 

> Hi Chuck, 

> 

> Thanks for the TA list. 

> 

> I saw somewhere that you're working on the transition from film to video in 

> the 80s pom industry. Would you 

> be interested in contributing something along those lines to the following? 

> Sorry to send this as text, my new 

> email account here is confounded by attachments... 

> 

> Best, 

> Jeff 

> 

Dear Jeff, 







Thanks for the offer. Actually, given your pitch for the project, I think another essay 
would be more appropriate. The Film to Video piece has already been recruited by Peter 
Lehman for an anthology on porn. Anyway, here's a description of it. 


From Film to Video Pornography: Implications for Analysis 

This is an industrial/economic analysis of the change from theatrical film porn as the 
norm in the 1970s to home-viewed video pom being the norm by the end of the 1980s. It 
develops an analysis based on the marketing concepts of segmentation and differentiation 
to discuss the proliferation of different producers, fetishes, etc. in the 80s and 90s. It 
contains a (nonhostile, corrective) critique of Williams work as overly invested in 70s 
theatrical film porn. It concludes with a (short) discussion of internet porn as a further 
proliferation of subcultures and categories with a new communication technology. 

This requires no images; it could benefit from a few, which could be relatively discrete. 


Here's the piece which seems more connected to your book 

It will be on a panel with Jane Gaines who is writing on Mondo Cane 


Jeff 


Anthology: Call for Epiphanies 
SLEAZE ARTISTS 

Cinema at the Margins of Taste, Style, and Politics 


Cinephiles have long defined themselves in opposition to mass culture and mass taste. 
This process of differentiation from the perceived convention, conservatism, and banality 
of "mundane" cinema typically pursues one of two paths: the high or the low. Taking the 
high road often involves aligning oneself (consciously or unconsciously) with the tenets 
of radical ModernismNformal experimentation; political, critical, and/or philosophical 
insight; the cult of the visionary artistic genius. Then there is the low road of "sleaze" 
and "trash"—formal chaos; deviant, tasteless and/or exploitative sensationalism; the cult 
of the hustling low-budget eccentric. Both roads are well traveled in the history of film 
culture, even if the high road has received the most critical discussion. Of late, however, 
film scholars and critics have devoted increasing attention to the culture of "low" cinema. 
Eric SchaeferOs recent book Bold! Daring! Shocking! True! presents the definitive 
history of the production practices and poetics of the pre-1960 exploitation industry. In 
Artists in the Audience, Greg Taylor examines how influential critics Parker Tyler and 
Manny Farber cultivated contrarian aesthetics of "camp" and "cult" to revitalize the 
experience of otherwise tepid mass culture. Joan HawkinsO book Cutting Edge 
considers the at times ambiguous distinctions between "high" and "low" horror cinema, 
as well as the increasing overlap between fans and academics interested in this genre. In 




my article, "Trashing the Academy," finally, I argued that scholarshipOs turn toward the 
"bad" might best be understood through BourdieuOs work on taste and aesthetics in 
Distinction. 

Given the continuing and even growing interest in low cinema, one might expect to find 
similar spheres of "slumming" activity around other forms of art. And yet, few are 
clamoring to read the juvenilia of mediocre nineteenth-century novelists, just as there 
would be little interest in attending a retrospective of notoriously bad plays. But many 
cinephiles, given the choice, would still prefer to see an obscure Monogram noir over a 
refurbished MGM classic, a long-lost Doris Wishman film over a new title from Jane 
Campion, the work of John Agar over the oeuvre of Tom Hanks (except, perhaps, for 
Bachelor Party or Turner and Hooch). The love of the "bad" seems a uniquely cinematic 
pleasure, or at the very least, an especially vibrant element of film lore and cinephilic 
culture. What fuels this love of cinematic refuse? Sleaze Artists invites essays 
examining this ongoing romance in film culture with the "fringe," "cheap," "low," 
"tawdry," "camp," "downtrodden," "obsolescent," "tasteless," "disreputable," and the 
otherwise "ludicrously tragic and tragically ludicrous" in cinemaNespecially when such 
films are set in opposition to reigning definitions of an artistic or industrial "mainstream." 
All approaches and temperaments are welcomeNhistories, formal analysis, textual 
analysis, reception studies, testimonials, appreciations, polemics—as are widely diverse 
conceptions of what constitutes the "margins of style, taste, and politics" (in other words, 
essays on Armageddon, Interiors, or Francis Ford CoppolaOs Jack are just as welcome 
here as discussions of Nude for Satan, Mars Needs Women, or Cannibal Holocaust). 
Essays that explore how "low" cinema can (or has) led to aesthetic, cultural, and/or 
political epiphanies (even if only in the tortured mind of the writer) are especially 
encouraged. 

Those interested in contributing to Sleaze Artists should send a 250 word abstract to: 
Jeffrey Sconce e-mail: sconce@rcf.use .edu 

6833 Pacific View Dr. (e-address is good through June 31st <new account to 

follow). 

Los Angeles, CA 90068 


Works cited: 

Joan Hawkins. Cutting Edge: Art-Horror and the Horrific Avant-Garde. University of 
Minnesota Press, 2000. 

Eric Schaefer. Bold! Daring! Shocking! True! A History of Exploitation Films, 1919- 
1959. Duke University Press, 1999. 

Jeffrey Sconce. "Trashing the Academy: Taste, Excess, and an Emerging Politics of 
Cinematic Style." Screen 25 (1) Winter 1995. 

Greg Taylor. Artists in the Audience: Cults, Camp, and American Film Criticism. 
Princeton University Press, 1999. 


Jeff, 



I'm actually in Oregon until Sept 15 or so. 


The message you sent was from a computer that was set it the date year "04" and my 
email program sorts by date, so I just found it ...my computer thought it was sent in 
1904.oh those weird electronic ghosts! 

This is good news, and I'm enthused about the article, and the anthology... 


On 1/9/04 12:49 AM, "Jeffrey Sconce" < sconce@usc.edu > wrote: 

> 

» 

> Hi Chuck, 

> 

> The proposal is absolutely perfect—All of the other pieces concentrate on 

> fiction films and genre, so a piece on the Mondo/documentary tradition is 

> much needed. As far as illustrations are concerned, I'm willing to publish 

> anything, but we'll have to see what the exact press policy will be. At 

> present I think NYU and Duke are the two leading contenders. 

> 

> Are you in Chicago at present? Lynn and I will be in town most of next 

> week. If you're around, perhaps we can meet for coffee or lunch. 

> 

> Best, 

> Jeff 

> 

Dear Partners in Sleaze, 

Sorry to be out of touch for so long, but as any of you who have moved 
cross-country understand, it is a never-ending process. 

Good news! Two presses are eager to read the proposal for Sleaze Artists 
(impressed, no doubt, by the esteemed group of contributors). I'm hoping to 
have more definite press info in the near future. 

In the meantime, I'd like to ask everyone to plan on finishing manuscripts 
by late Feb. or early March. Please let me know how that fits (or does not 
fit) into your schedule this winter. 

My new contact info is as follows: 

sconce@northwestern.edu 


or 

501 W. Grant Place 
Chicago, IL 60614 

Also, I'm attaching an alphabetical listing of your fellow contributors and 
tentative paper titles. 





Best, 

Jeff 


Sleaze Artists: 

Filmmaking at the Margins of Taste, Style, and Politics 
Contributors 


The Homo-Military Film in Pre-Stonewall American Cinema 

Harry Benshoff 

North Texas State University 

An Aesthetics of Regression: The Exploitation Cinema and Subjectivity 

Michael J. Bowen 
New York University 

Realism, Pain, Video Nasties and Synthesizer Soundtracks 

Kay Dickinson 
Middlesex University 

Notes on Film Boredom 

Chris Fujiwara 
Independent Scholar 

The Sleaze Artistry of Todd Haynes 

Joan Hawkins 
Indiana University 

Art House or House of Exorcism? 

Lisa and the Devil and the Italian Genre Film in the World Market 

Kevin Heffernan 

Southern Methodist University 

Cultural distinctions and the Friday the Thirteenth horror franchise as trash’s 
(anti)canonical “other” 

Matt Hills 
Cardiff University 

Pornography and Documentary: The Politics of the Alibi 

Chuck Kleinhans 
Northwestern University 

Chucky and Chesty 

Tania Modleski 

University of Southern California 

‘“It’s All for Sale’: Advertising and Promoting Sexploitation Film s 
in the 1960s and ‘70s” 

Eric Schaefer, 

Emerson College 

A Tasteless Art: John Waters and the Pursuit of "Pure" Gross-Out 



Steven Jay Schneider 
New York University 

Movies: A Century of Failure 

Jeffrey Sconce 
Northwestern University 

Suburban Sleaze 

Lynn Spigel 

Northwestern University 

The Decorum of Film Criticism: Notes on “Films and Filming” 1954-1973 

Julian Stringer 
Nottingham University 

1950s Hollywood and the Rise of Auteur Sleaze 

Gaylyn Studlar 
University of Michigan 

Getting High on the Low: The Color of Taste in 1960s Psychedelic Cinema 

Andrew Syder 

University of Southern California 

Cultism and the Promise of Authority 

Greg Taylor 

Purchase College, SUNY 


Hello everyone, 

A few people have inquired as to page length for their articles in "Sleaze 
Artists." As most University Presses are encouraging brevity these days, 
let's shoot for 5000-6000 words. 

Also, if anyone wants to see the actual abstracts for the articles of fellow 
contributors, let me know and I'll be glad to send them along. I would send 
them all to everyone, but I know how annoying it is to have your server 
clogged and disabled by a massive document. 

One month in Chicago now, and I'm happy to report it is a very sleazy city 
indeed. I was told yesterday that if I needed a new garbage can, it would 
be no problem, just so long as my local Alderman could verify that I had 
voted Democratic in the last election. If not, I think they're going to 
send someone around to break our cat's legs! 

Best, 

Jeff 


■f++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 


EIGHT: BACKGROUND-RELATED PREVIOUS WORK 



“Pamela Anderson on the Slippery Slope,” The End of Cinema As We Know It: American Film 
in the 1990s, ed. Jon Lewis. NY: New York University Press, 2001) 287-299. 


“Taking Out the Trash: Camp and the Politics of Irony,” The Politics and Poetics of Camp, ed. 
Moe Meyer (NY and London: Routledge, 1994) 182-201. 

“Special Section: Contradictions of Sexual Representation: Introduction,” Jump Cut no. 41, 
(May, 1997), p. 20. 

“Teaching Sexual Images: Some Pragmatics,” Jump Cut no. 40 (March, 1996), pp. 119-122 

“Special Section: Studying Sexual Images: Introduction,” Jump Cut no. 40, (March, 1996), 
pp.103-105. 

“Pamela Anderson on the Slippery Slope,” The End of Cinema As We Know It: American Film 
in the 1990s, ed. Jon Lewis. NY: New York University Press, 2001) 287-299. 

*"Fashioning the Fetish: the Social Semiotics of High Heel Shoe Images;" Society for 
Photographic Education, Houston, Mar 88. 

*"Fashioning the Fetish: the Social Semiotics of High Heel Shoe Images;" California Institute of 
Arts, Valencia, Mar 88. 

"Sexual Representation: Introduction," Jump Cut, no. 32 (spring 1987). 

with Julia Lesage, "The Politics of Sexual Representation," Jump Cut no. 30 (spring, 1985), pp. 

24-26. 

"Sexual Representation: Introduction," Jump Cut no. 30 (spring 1985). p. 23. 

*"Stepping Out: The Social Semiotics of High Heel Shoe Images," lecture for the University 
Gallery, Ohio State University, May 1986. 

Committee of Editors of Latin American Film Magazines, 7th International Festival of New 
Latin American Cinema, Havana, Dec. 1985. 

* "Stepping Out: The Social Circulation of High Heel Shoe Images," Lecture for "Photographys 
for Hire" colloquium series, Columbia College, Chicago, Nov. 1985. 

*"Stepping Out: The Social Circulation of High Heel Shoe Images," lecture for The Other 
Cinema, Syracuse University, Nov. 1985. 

*"Fashioning the Fetish: the Social Semiotics of High Heel Shoe Images," lecture for the 
Conference on Semiotics and Cinema, Northwestern University, July 1985. 

* "Issues in the Iconography of Stigmatized Sexual Subcultures," International Visual 
Communication Conference, Philadelphia, June 1985. 

Panel chair, "Research Issues in the Iconography of Sexual Subcultures." International Visual 
Communication Conference, Philadelphia, June 1985 

*"Stepping Out: The Social Circulation of High Heel Shoe Images," lecture for Photography 
Colloquium series, Art and Architecture, University of Illinois at Chicago, May 1985. 



*"Stepping Out: The Social Circulation of High Heel Shoe Images," lecture for series on 
Sexuality and Art, School of the Art Institute of Chicago, Nov. 1984. 

"The Social Circulation of High Heel Shoe Images," Conference on Culture and Communication, 
Philadelphia, Mar. 1983. 



